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Information Disclosure Statement 

The IDS statement by applicant states the application number is 10/028101 . The 
correct application number should be 10/028010. 

Claim Objections 

Claims 4 and 16 are objected to under 37 CFR 1.75(c), as being of improper 
dependent form for failing to further limit the subject matter of a previous claim. 
Applicant is required to cancel the claim(s), or amend the claim(s) to place the claim(s) 
in proper dependent form, or rewrite the claim(s) in independent form. 

As per claim 4, claims 1-3 disclose a file system. Claim 4 discloses a "file system 
interface", and fails to limit the subject matter of "file system" because it was not present 
in the claim. 

As per claim 16, claim 1 discloses a file system. Claim 16 discloses a "method" 
and fails to fails to limit the subject matter of "file system" because it was not present in 
the claim. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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Claims 1-10, 15-22, 24, 28-38, 46-52, and 54-55 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Row et al. - hereinafter Row - (US 5,802,366) in 
view of Philbrick et al. - hereinafter Philbrick - (US2001/0037406). 

As per claim 1 , Row discloses a file system on a computer handling read and 
write requests to a SAN-attached storage device comprising: 

c) a remote component that communicates with the NAS server over a local area 
network; (Col 12 lines 39-49) 

d) an upper level component that communicates with application programs, the 
upper level component submitting all write requests to the remote component and 
submitting at least some read requests to the local component. (Col 6 line 58 - Col 7 
line 11, Col 10 lines 17-32, Col 20 lines 36-44) 

Row et al. fails to disclose a local component and a NAS server which 
communicates with the SAN. Philbrick discloses 

a) a local component that communicates with the SAN-attached storage device 
over a storage area network; ([0044]) 

b) a NAS server that communicates with the SAN-attached storage device over a 
storage area network; ([0009]) 

At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to disclose a local component and a NAS server which 
communicates with the SAN in the disclosure of Row. The motivation for doing do 
would have been to read or write data on host storage unit ([0044]) 
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As per claim 2, Row / Philbrick disclose the file system of claim 1 , and Row 
discloses wherein each of the components are separate file systems in which the upper 
level component file system is layered above the local component file system and the 
remote component file system. (Col 6 line 58 - Col 7 line 11) 

As per claim 3, Row / Philbrick disclose the file system of claim 2, and Row 
discloses utilizing an installable file system interface to facility layering between the file 
systems. (Col 10 lines 10-16, Col 11 lines 12-17) 

As per claim 4, Row / Philbrick disclose the file system interface of claim 3, and 
Row discloses the file system interface is the Virtual File System interface. (Col 1 1 lines 
12-17) 

As per claim 5, Row / Philbrick disclose the file system of claim 2, and Row 
discloses wherein the remote component file system utilizes a protocol chosen from 
among the following set: Network File System, Server Message Block, and Common 
Internet File System. (Col 6 line 58 - Col 7 line 11) 

As per claim 6, Row / Philbrick disclose the file system of claim 1 and Row 
discloses wherein the upper level component and the local component are merged into 
a single file system, and further wherein the remote component is a separate file system 
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layered under the single file system containing the upper level and local components. 
(Col 6 line 58 -Col 7 line 11) 

As per claim 7, Row / Philbrick disclose the file system of claim 1 , and Row 
discloses wherein the upper level component submits all read requests to the local 
component. (Col 6 line 58 - Col 7 line 1 1 ) 

As per claim 8, Row / Philbrick disclose the file system of claim 1 , and Row 
discloses wherein the upper level component submits read requests above a certain 
size to the local component, and read requests below the certain size to the remote 
component. (Col 13 line 64 - Col 14 line 13) 

As per claim 9, Row / Philbrick disclose the file system of claim 1, and Row 
discloses wherein the upper level component submits read requests to the local 
component if the file size is above a certain size, and the upper level component 
submits read requests to the remote component if the file size is below the certain size. 
(Col 13 line 64 -Col 14 line 13) 

As per claim 1 0, Row / Philbrick disclose the file system of claim 1 , and Row 
discloses wherein the upper level component submits all read request to the local 
component except where the local component is not capable of properly retrieving data 
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requested in the read request, in which case the upper level component submits the 
read request to the remote component. (Col 13 line 64 - Col 14 line 13) 

As per claim 15, Row / Philbrick disclose the file system of claim 1, and Row 
discloses wherein the file system is capable of handling additional file requests, with file 
requests that alter data on the SAN-attached storage device being treated similar to the 
write requests, and file requests that do not alter data on the SAN-attached storage 
device being treated similar to the read requests. (Col 20 lines 21-45, Col 21 lines 12- 
26) 

As per claim 16, Row / Philbrick disclose the method of claim 1 , and Row 
discloses further comprising a file server component capable of receiving and 
responding to file requests from other computers that are connected to the local area 
network but not connected to the storage area network. (Col 8 lines 1 8-33, Col 8 lines 
47-57, Col 9 lines 64-67) 

As per claim 25, Row / Philbrick disclose the network of claim 24, and Row 
discloses wherein the SAN-attached device is a single logical device comprised of 
multiple physical devices. (Col 26 lines 25-38) 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/028,01 0 Page 7 

Art Unit: 2141 

As per claim 26, Row / Philbrick disclose the network of claim 24, and Row 
discloses wherein the server computer is comprised of multiple physical computers 
operating as a single logical server cluster. (Col 26 lines 25-38) 

As per claims 17-22, 24, 28-38, 46-52, and 54-55, please see the discussion 
above as it relates to the same rationale and subject matter. 

Claims 11-13, 23, 39-41 and 53 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Row (US 5,802,366) / Philbrick (US2001/0037406) in view of 
Gregerson (US 5,758,342) 

As per claim 1 1 , Row / Philbrick disclose the file system of claim 1 0. Row fails to 
disclose retrieving data by comparing modification times for a file. Gregerson discloses 
wherein the upper level component determines whether the local component is capable 
of properly retrieving data requested in the read request by comparing modification 
times for a file indicated in the read request as retrieved from the remote component 
and the local component. (Col 2 lines 51-67) At the time the invention was made, it 
would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to retrieve data by 
comparing modification times for a file in the disclosure of Row. The motivation for 
doing do would have been to determine the most current file (Col 2 lines 51-67) 
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As per claim 12, Row / Philbrick / Gregerson disclose the file system of claim 1 1 , 
and Row fails to disclose retrieving data by comparing modification times for a directory. 
Gregerson discloses further wherein the upper level component determines whether the 
local component is capable of properly retrieving data requested in the read request by 
comparing modification times for a directory indicated in the read request as retrieved 
from the remote component and the local component. (Col 5 lines 48 - Col 6 line 14) 
At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to retrieve data by comparing modification times for a directory in the 
disclosure of Row. The motivation for doing do would have been to see if the file has to 
be written to is on the storage disks. (Col 5 lines 48 - Col 6 line 14) 

As per claim 13, Row / Philbrick / Gregerson disclose the file system of claim 12, 
and Row discloses wherein the directory modification times are compared during a 
lookup function, with the results stored in an inode structure for the higher-level 
component. (Col 6 line 58 - Col 7 line 1 1, Col 19 lines 30-38) 

As per claims 23, 39-41 , and 53, please see the discussion above as it relates to 
the same rationale and subject matter. 

Claims 14 and 42-45 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Row (US 5,802,366) / Philbrick (US2001/0037406) / Gregerson (US 5,758,342) in 
view of Henson et al. - hereinafter Henson - (US 5,202,971) 
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As per claim 14, Row / Philbrick / Gregerson disclose the file system of claim 13, 
and Row fails to disclose pointing file vnode for local and remote components and local 
and remote modification time. Henson discloses 

a) a handle pointing to a file vnode for the remote component; (Col 13 line 51 - Col 14 
line 2) 

b) a handle pointing to a file vnode for the local component; (Col 13 line 51 - Col 14 
line 2) 

Gregerson discloses 

c) a remote modification time indicating the modification time returned by the remote 
component; and (Col 2 line 51 - Col 3 line 7 , Col 3 line 26 - Col 3 line 67) 

d) a local modification time indicating the modification time returned by the local 
component. (Col 3 line 26 - Col 3 line 67, Col 3 line 26 - Col 3 line 67) 

At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to disclose pointing file vnode for local and remote components 
and local and remote modification time in the disclosure of Row. The motivation for 
doing do would have been to to determine the most current file (Gregerson, Col 2 lines 
51-67) and to allow the inode to be represented in the file system (Col 9 lines 45-50). 

As per claims 42-45, please see the discussion above as it relates to the same 
rationale and subject matter. 
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Conclusion 



The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered 
pertinent to applicant's disclosure. These references are disclosed in the Notices of 
References cited page and teach numerous ways of implementing a storage area 
network file system. A close review of these references is recommended. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Chirag R. Patel whose telephone number is (571)272- 
7966. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday to Friday from 7:30AM to 
4:00PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Rupal Dharia, can be reached on (571) 272-3880. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from 
the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information 
for published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public 
PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see 
http://pairdirect.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private 
PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 
(toll free). 




